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{ Payneat of per Diez of an Ewploy ".én !._l“.!! Duty at a Siip.
Amy fros Designated Poat). 9-192190, Sesasbez 18, 1978, § pp..

Decision res Robert W, Cooper; by Robert F. Kellex, "lon'"
Coaptroller Jesersl.

Contact: Office of the Senecal Counsel; Personnsl lLaw Iltt‘lll
Il.

Orguaisatioa concerned: Natioaal Pert Secvice. :
Authority: 5 U.8.C. 5702, 5 U.8C. 5707, § J.8.C. 5708, P.%.2.
(PPER 101=-7), 2 @AV 10.7., 7 620 17,1, B~18103" (1!75)-.

B-161048 (1967). ‘ ' ‘

An advance decisios was reguested wlé&nug' the
legality of '‘paying travel expenses of ai eaployes 02 temporary
duty at a ship 4rydocked at Baltisore,. Naryland, awvay fzecs his
desigaated post at Washiagtos, D.C. .Alth \ BO S ¢ writtem
avthortization was givea prior to the travel for pagesat of.
diem, the uaployee was eatitled to payasat for 1odeing at.the
teaporary site since iais supervisors upprowed, 'and payeeat tas
acthorized by the gezeral travael asthorizatioa for asovesast of
the ship. (MTV)
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THE COMPTROLLER OENERAL
OF THE UNITED BTATRS

WASMKMINGTON, D.C. RBOBa S

EILE: B-192590 DATE: Decenber 14, 1978

MATTER OF: Robert V. Cooper - Travel axpenszas - per diem

DIGESBT: An employes wan detailed to a work assignment on
official businass away from his designated post
of duty in Weshirgton, D.C., to a ship drydockad
in Baltimore, Maryland, where the smployse
obtained lodging at the temporary duty site with
full knowledgs and approval of ‘his supervivors.
Although no specific written authorigaticn was
given prior to the travel for payment of per diem,
the general travel authorization for movument of
the “hin from Washisigton, D.C., to Baltimore is
sufficiunt to pay the employee per diem.

This action is in response to a raquest of Mr. Thomas G. Gall,
Authorizod Cevtifying Officer, National Park Service, National cgpitul
Region, for an advanca decision concerning the legality of paying
certain travel expenses of Mr. Robort W. Cooper incurred during a
temporary duty assignment in Baltimore, Maryland.

Exteiigive repair work was needed on the Nat{ional Park Service s
ship, -the Light-hip Chesapeake, and tequirad that its crew ttansport
the ghip from home port, . Washington, D.C., to Baltismore, Maryiand,
where it was“in drydock . for 20 days. Travel had beln authorized for

the crew to pilot the ship to its destination ena then return to hume
port by Government furnished veliiclea. It appears that the crews'
serviccs were not requir’d in the vepair work of the ship.

Prior to the trip to Baltimore, Mr, Cooper, a membar of the
ship's crew, with his supervisor's approval, decided to remain on
the ship in drydock It is stated that.this appcoval wan for
Mr. Cooper's convenience as he was normally allowed to remain on

-the ship during his administratively established workweek, In
neither of ‘these situations, home port in Washington or ‘the drydock

in Baltimore, was ntaying on, board ship a condition of employment.
It is assumed that Mr. Cooper had some function to perform during
the repairs on the ship in Baltimore since it is stated that no
travel authorization was necessary unless Mr. Cooper sought lodging
in the W: hington area in which case he would have to commute from
Wasnington, D.C., to Baltimore daily.
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The ship arrived in Raltimore on April 3 and Mr. Cooper
remainad on board the ship until April 10, when ha decided to
leave the ship in order to secure other lodgings due to work baing
performed on the gasoline tank, all power and vater having been cut
off. Before securing »ther lodgings, Nr. Cooper telephoned his
supervigor to inform her of his intent to lcave the ship. While
the supervisor did not considar this notification as a raoquast for
authorizetion to incur travel axpenses, apparently no objection
was expressad to Mr., Cooper's leaving the ship and obtaining
lodgings elsewhera., Mr. Cooper has prcaentcd travel claimo for
meals and lodgings from April 10 through April 21, No claim has
been made for any travel expenses from April £ to April 10, the
periad of time he was lodged aboard the ship.

Due to the fnct that the employee had not been specifically
authorired, prior to the trip, to ‘acur travel, expensea, the
National Park Service questions his entitlement to lodging und
meal cust while lodging in Baltimore -as shown on the employee's
travel voucher in the amount of %355,09. The National Park
Service is of the opinjon that the-~ployee would be contitled to
the cost of transpertation round trip between Baltimore and
Washington, D,C., plus an allowance for lunch for cach of the
10 days he performed tomporary duty in the amount of $197,10,.

. The authority to pay travel per diem or to reimburse an
empleyee erpanses of lodging and subsistence while traveling on
official busineas 1: trovided by 5 U.8.C. 5702 (1976). That
section provides that,'under regulations prescribed by the
Administrator of General Services under 5 U.5.C. 5707, an employee
18 entitled to a per diem allowance for travel inside the conti-
nental United States at.a rate hot to exceed 535 or to be reim-
bursed his actual costs ' in performing. travel in an area designated
as a high rata geographical area within the Unitod States. Mileage
and related allowances are authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5704 (1976).

. The ‘Ceneral Serviceexhdﬁiﬂistrntion has issued Federal
T.oavel Repulations (FPMR 101-7) whieh govern the official travel
of Government employeces. Paragraph 1-1.4 (May 1973), provides
as follows:
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"1—1'£.~ Authority for ;tg*al. xxc.ptfll otharwise.
provided by law, all traval shaliXbu ¢lther authtorised
or spproved by the head of the l.sncygnr by an official
to vhom such authozity has been d..eosh.d. Ordinarily,
an authorization shsll’/be issued prior't~ the incurrence
of the expensas. The ‘thorigation -hlll be as specific
as poseible in the :tircumstances as to’ the travel to be
parformed,”

The above provision and its preceding 4P;ulltion in the
Standardized Travel Regulations have been coastrued by this Office
as requiring a written cuchoricnrion or lpprovnl. although the
words themsalves are not clear on the natt.t. fea P-18i431,
Pebruary 27, 1975. This construction is suppotted by FIR para.
1-11.3b (Hay 1973) which 'states that the trevel voucher must be
supported by a copy of the authorigation. ‘herefore, except when
prior issuance is impracticable, or when rhs travel is of such a
limited nature that it is unnecessary, written authorialtior should
bas 1issued prior to _neuttenca of travel expenses,

"We pointcd out in B-184431. Bu] rn, that written traval orders
procedures ssgist in fund control and maeting requirementa of
recording obligations at.the time _they are incurred, as required
by 2 Genoxral Accounting Office Policy and Procedure Manual 10.3

) (Ausust 1, 1972) and 7.GAO 17.1 (October 1, 1367). Moreover,

they. also serve to provide a notice and record of the emplovee's
instructions and entitlementsn. chavar, we also st .ad that
Andividual written travel orders are ot necessary but that it
would suffice to issua a genaral writcen travel order authorizing
.per diem during a trip'and setting ‘onit the dates of duty, the
rate of per dien, and accounting data, togathar with a iist of
employeas assigned to the trip.

Nona of .the prior auchotizatibn steps were apparently
undertaken althouzh it appears :hnt the nivvenent vf the ship by
the crew to Baltimore from Hashingﬁnn was, by travel authorization.
No, vritteu uuthority wasigiven for Mr. Coopet to remain with the
ship in Baltimore although ‘hisg actiuns were approved by his

nsupervisora prior, to the departure of the ship to Baltimore.

Although it~ige stnted that. Mr. Coopelfs residing ‘aboard the. ship
was for his convenience since he nornully remained aboard the ship
when it was homeported in Weshington,: it 15 clear from the sub-
mission that Mr. Cooper was to perferm duties e£board the ship
during his regular working hours.
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In that connection, the submission indicates that had the
Pack Sarvice kncwn that the ship would become unishabitable,
travel would have been suthorized for Mr. Cooper to commute daily
batween Washington, D,C., snd Baltimors, Thercfors the Park
Service has stated its willingness to pay & mileage allowancs plus
the cost of his lunche:..

It is our view that {f in this case the National Park Service
had the authority to pay a mileage allowance pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
5704, supra, then they also had the authority to pay per diem or
raimburse the employee actual expense pursuant to 5 U.8.C. 5702,
supra, sincc in cither case it would appear that FIR para, 1-1.4
would apply.

In the Matter of Steve Canyon, B-161048, April 11,°1967, s
question waa presented on whether the euployaa should’ hlV. bcen
paid per diem since’'he was directed to travel as a paslengar in &
conttantor-owned vehicle to an’ 1napectjon site. In that decision
we held chat to have raquired the employse to commuta between his
hone and tk: temporary duty sites—travel exceeding 200 miles
each day--would have been an unreasonable demand, Por diem was
therefore autlorized even though prior authorization for per dienm
apparently nad .ot been given. The round-trip distance batween
Baltimore and. hashington, n.C., 16 stated in your letter to be
88 miles, While this might not appear to be an unrcasonable
comnuting distance the employee wag not directed to return to
Waghington each day.

There appears to be no dispute that the employee has met
the requirements of the statute to entitle him to payment of
travel costs by the Governmant--that is, he was detailed to a
work assignment on official business away from his designated
post of duty. His 'work assignment and‘place of lodging ‘both
aboard the ship in drydock and in Baltimore were with full
knowledge and approval of his supervisors. . While there has not
bein a strict compliance with.the FTR and our previous decigions
concerning written authorizntion. it is our view that ' the original
travel authorizatior for movement of the shiy’ from Wushington. D.C.,

to ‘Baltimore is sufficient authority upon which to pay this claim.

While the employee could have been testricted to the costs of

daily commuting to his temporary duty station had apecific instruc-
tions becn issued, fio such restriction wae placed upon travel cost
reimbursement. Therefore, reimburecment should e based upon the
claim as submitted for trav2l to and remaining in a high rata
geongraphical area.
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Aceordingly, the voueher which is returned may be prccessed
for payment 1if otherviss corract.

’In
N 4 k
opputy Lomptrolier Generdl
y of the United States
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